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REMARKS 

Claims 1 , 13, 27, and 29 have been amended with this Amendment. Claims 3-4, 
31 , 33-34, and 39-43 had been previously canceled. Thus, upon entry of this 
Amendment, Claims 1, 2, 5-30, 32, 35-38 are pending and under consideration. 

Claims 1,13, 27, and 29 have been amended to recite the invention with greater 
accuracy. In particular, Claims 1,13, 27, and 29 have been amended to call for an 
emissive layer which is generated through solution processing. Support for this 
amendment can be found for example in the Specification in Paragraphs [00029] and 
[00030] on page 9, and Examples 1-3 on pages 10-14. Thus, no new matter has been 
introduced by the above amendment. 

As an initial matter, Applicants thank the Examiner's indication that the rejection 
of Claims 1-2, 4-7, 12-14, 18, 20-27, and 29-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,830,828 (Thompson et aL) has been overcome by Applicants' 
amendment. 

Claims 1-2, 5-30, 32 and 35-38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0125819 ("Mishima"). 
Applicants traverse the rejection in light of the amendment to the claims. 

It is well established that a claim is anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 only if 
each and every limitation as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently 
described in a single prior art reference. Mishima does not teach each and every 
limitation as called for by the instant Claims. 

Instant Claim 1 , as amended, now calls for an organic polymer based light- 
emitting device comprising, among other limitations, an emissive layer which is 
generated through solution processing. 
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Instant Claim 13, as amended, now calls for an organic polymeric light-emitting 
device comprising, among other limitations, an emissive layer which is generated 
through solution processing. 



Instant Claim 27, as amended, now calls for a polymeric light-emitting device 
comprising, among other limitations, an emissive layer which is generated through 
solution processing. 

Instant Claim 29, as amended, now calls for an organic light-emitting device 
comprising , among other limitations, an emissive layer which is generated through 
solution processing. 

Mishima does not teach or suggest an organic light-emitting device, or a 
polymeric light-emitting device, or an organic polymer light-emitting device comprising 
an emissive layer which is generated through solution processing, as called for by 
instant Claims 1,13, 27, or 29 respectively. 

To the contrary, Mishima teaches against an emissive layer which is generated 
through solution processing. In Paragraph [0016] on page 2, Mishima teaches: 

[0016] In the present invention, processes of disposing tlie light-emitting 
layer, the back side electrode and the sealing parts are carried out in an 
atmosphere where both of a moisture concentration and an oxygen 
concentration are 100 ppm or less, whereby amount of remaining water 
and oxygen in the resulting device is reduced. As a result, disappearance 
of triplet excitons generated in the light-emitting device is suppressed and 
the device exhibits excellent luminance, light-emitting efficiency and 
durability. It is also preferred that the organic layer other than the light- 
emitting layer such as a protective layer, etc. is disposed in the above- 
mentioned atmosphere. In particular, it is preferred that the one or more 
organic layers is not exposed to the air from the process of disposing the 
light-emitting layer to the process of disposing the sealing parts. The 
moisture concentration of the above atmosphere is 100 ppm or less, 
preferably 50 ppm or less, more preferably 30 ppm or less. The oxygen 
concentration of the above atmosphere is 100 ppm or less, preferably 50 
ppm or less, more preferably 30 ppm or less, (emphasis added) 
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Therefore, Mishima teaches a light=emitting layer formed by a dry film=forming 
method, which is in sharp contrast to an emissive layer generated through solution 
processing, as called for by instant Claims 1,13, 27, and 29. 

Based on the foregoing, instant Claims 1,13, 27, or 29 are allowable over 
Mishima. Reconsideration of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 2, 5-12, 14-26, 28, 30, 32, and 35-38 depend on independent Claims 1, 
13, 27, and 29, respectively, and recite additional limitations. Claims 2, 5-12, 14-26, 28, 
30, 32, and 35-38 are therefore allowable for at least the same reasons as for Claims 1, 
13, 27, and 29, and for reasons of the additional limitations recited therein. 

Applicants submit that the instant application is now in condition for allowance. 
An early indication of the same is therefore respectfully requested. If any matters can 
be resolved by telephone, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney at the 
telephone number listed below. No fees beyond those being submitted concurrently . 
herewith are believed due. However, the commissioner is authorized to charge any 
additional required fees, or credit any overpayment, to Foley & Lardner LLP Deposit 
Account No. 50-0872. 



Respectfully submitted, 





FOLEY & LARDNER LLP 
Customer Number: 38706 
Telephone: (650)251-1149 
Facsimile: (650) 856-371 0 



Tianjun Hou 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 51, 821 
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